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The Mantel-Haenszel (MH) procedure is sensitive to only one type of differential item functioning (DIF). It is not designed to detect DIF that has a nonuniform effect across trait levels. By generalizing the model underlying the MH procedure, a more general DIF detection procedure has been developed (Swaminathan & Rogers, 1990) . This study compared the performance of this procedure&mdash;the logistic regression (LR) procedure&mdash;to that of the MH procedure in the detection of uniform and nonuniform DIF in a simulation study which examined the distributional properties of the LR As an alternative to the MH procedure and also to the more complex and costly item response theory (IRT) procedures (Hambleton & Swaminathan, 1985) , Swaminathan & Rogers (1990) Table 5 , and the corresponding means are given in Table 6 . Before interpreting the main effects, the significant interactions were examined. Examination of the means corresponding to the interactions showed that, for the most part, the interactions were ordinal. For the disordinal interactions, the reversal in direction of the mean differences was not large enough to cancel out the main effect. Therefore, in those cases in which there was not a significant main effect, it was not an artifact of interaction. Table 5 ), but the mean difference was small (see Table 6 ). Con- versely, for the MH procedure, Table 5 shows that the percent of DIF items did not affect the results, but for the LR procedure it did. On average, the detection rate rose from 70% to 76% for the uniform LR procedure when the percent of items with DIF dropped from 15 % to none other than in the item under study (see Table 6 ). Table 6 shows that sample size appeared to have a strong effect on the detection rates for both procedures. Detection rates increased by approximately 15 % when sample size was increased from 250 to 500. The type of item also had a large effect for both procedures. The items with DIF that were most easily detected by both procedures were items of moderate difficulty and high discrimination. For these items, detection rates were as much as 15% greater than for other types of items.
Size of DIF produced the expected effectdetection rates for both procedures were low (approximately 30%) for .2 DIF, but were very high (95%) for .6 DIF. Overall, the MH procedure had slightly higher detection rates for uniform DIF. Nonuniform DIE Results for the detection of nonuniform DIF also are presented in Tables 5  and 6 . The results were quite different from those for uniform DIF. Table 5 shows that both procedures appeared to be unaffected by the shape of the score distribution or the percent of items with Downloaded from the Digital Conservancy at the University of Minnesota, http://purl.umn.edu/93227. May be reproduced with no cost by students and faculty for academic use. Non-academic reproduction requires payment of royalties through the Copyright Clearance Center, http://www.copyright.com/ (Table 5) , although the effect was fairly weak (Table 6 ). Other than the size of the DIF, the largest effect observed for both procedures was due to the type of item. Downloaded from the Digital Conservancy at the University of Minnesota, http://purl.umn.edu/93227. May be reproduced with no cost by students and faculty for academic use. Non-academic reproduction requires payment of royalties through the Copyright Clearance Center, http://www.copyright.com/
